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DETAILED ACTION 

Examiner acknowledges a submission of the RCE request, amendment and 
arguments filed on February 1 7, 2009. Claims 6 and 1 6 are deleted. Claims 1 and 1 1 
are amended. A new Office Action follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kruzic (US 3,638,1 57) in view of Risberg (US 4,054,81 8). Regarding Claims 1 and 1 1 , 
Kruzic discloses following: a protective device for a load including a first protective 
element. A circuit breaker 9 in Fig. 2) providing motor protection and line protection and 
an integral second protective element in series with the first protective element, 
including a fuse (a fuse unit 1 1 in Fig. 2) to provide short-circuit protection, wherein the 
second protective element is designed to provide overload protection for the motor. As 
to the second protective element located on the line side of the first protective element, 
as well known in the art of Electrical Engineering, two elements connected in series 
experience the same value of the current and therefore, mutual positions of two 
overload protective elements is immaterial and is nothing but a case of rearrangement 
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of parts. As is stated in the Court Decision, In re Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 
(CCPA 1975), the particular placement of a contact in a conductivity measuring device 
was held to be an obvious matter of design choice. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Kruzic 
device by placing the fuse box upstream of the circuit breaker, since according to 
recited above Court Decision, a rearrangement of parts in the device is an obvious 
matter of design choice. 

However, it does not disclose the electronic switching device as claimed. 
Risberg discloses electrical motor control with a help of inverter, the switching circuit 
formed of SCR's (1 7, 1 8 in Fig. 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the control circuit of Kruzic 
according top teachings of Risberg, i.e. by adding the switching voltage converter circuit 
based on SCR's according to teachings of Risberg, because such switching converter 
circuits are widely used in the multiphase AC motor control providing efficient speed 
control for the motors. In the Kruzic circuit modified according to teachings of Risberg, 
the second protective element, i.e. fuse protects the electronic switching element, i.e. 
voltage converter built with SCR's from over-current conditions. 

Regarding Claim 1 1 , Kruzic discloses an equivalent first means for providing 
motor protection and line protection, i.e. the circuit breaker (9 in Fig. 2); and an 
equivalent integral second means, i.e. fuse box switch (1 1 in Fig. 2) together with a fuse 
inherently protecting a load and a motor; wherein the equivalent second switch means, 
particularly a fuse providing short circuit protection. 
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Claims 7, 8, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kruzic in view of Risberg and current design practice. As per Claim 7, 
it requires a trip response of the fist protective element, i.e. circuit breaker, being 
coordinated with the rating of a protected switching device. Examiner takes an Official 
Notice, that such requirement is a normal part in the rules of protection system design, 
since otherwise if it is not coordinated, i.e. if the trip threshold is set higher than a 
maximum current that the switch can withstand, the switching device will be damaged 
thus defeating a purpose of use of the protection system. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to set a threshold of 
the protection device such that it would effectively protect all the elements of the circuit. 

As per Claim 17, the same considerations as in Claim 7 rejection are valid with 
respect to the trip response of the first equivalent means (see Claim 7 rejection above). 

Claims 5, 10, 15 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kruzic in view of Risberg and Scoggin (US 6,853,289). Regarding 
Claims 5, 10, 15 and 20, Scoggin discloses an auxiliary switch (Q1, Q2, D3, and D4 in 
Fig. 17) used to signal the status of the fuse (362 in Fig. 16, col. 13 -line 25 - col. 14, 
line 20). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add the auxiliary switch and indicator to indicate the status of the 
fuse, because it is necessary to attract attention of maintenance personnel to take care 
of a fault problem when it is necessary. 
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Claims 3, 4, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kruzic in view of Risberg and Frank (US 2,324,852). Regarding 
Claims 3, 4, 13 and 14, Kruzic discloses the fuses (11 in Fig. 2 and 109in Fig. 3) 
containing the fuse in its enclosure. However, it does not disclose that the fuses being 
transferable to maintenance position. Frank discloses a safety switch (Fig. 1) used with 
the fuse box (Fig. 10). According to Frank, in this structure the switch handle may be 
locked against movement out of the open circuit position, while at the same time 
permitting the covers 38 or 28 to be moved for exposing the interior of the switch for 
inspection, fuse replacement, or maintenance (page 2, right column, lines 57 - 68). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the Kruzic system according to teachings of Frank, i.e. providing a 
locking mechanism to the fuse box in order to secure safe operation during fuse 
replacement or maintenance. 

Claims 9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kruzic in view of Risberg and Frank. Regarding Claims 9 and 19, Frank discloses a 
safety switch (Fig. 1) used with the fuse box (Fig. 10). According to Frank, in this 
structure the switch handle may be locked against movement out of the open circuit 
position, while at the same time permitting the covers 38 or 28 to be moved for exposing 
the interior of the switch for inspection, fuse replacement, or maintenance (page 2, right 
column, lines 57 - 68). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the Graft system according to teachings of 
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Frank, i.e. providing a locking mechanism to the fuse box in order to secure safe 
operation during fuse replacement or maintenance. 

Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kruzic in view of Risberg and Okamoto (JP 2001 -1 26607). Regarding Claims 8 and 1 8, 
Okamoto discloses the mechanical structure of the circuit breaker provided with 
additional function unit, which is used to generate an alarm signal when the over-current 
conditions occur. The additional function unit is mounted in an insulated enclosure (5) 
having the same width as the circuit breaker (see Abstract). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have further 
modified the Kruzic system by providing an additional switching device according to 
teachings of Risberg (see Claim 1 rejection above), which by a way of analogy having 
the same width as the circuit breaker, because as well known in the art, the circuit 
breakers today are mostly manufactured with standard modular dimensions when all the 
modules with rare exception have the same dimensions. According to the evidence of 
Buehler et al. (US 5,223,681 ) such approach provides following advantages: it makes 
easier future modifications, allowing small modifications to existing modules to fit 
customer needs, addition or subtraction of modules to fit the customer's needs, taking 
modules out, inserting modules, modifying them, and having as a result, totally different 
circuit breaker. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Zeev Kitov whose current telephone number is (571) 
272 - 2052. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:30. If attempts to reach 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Michael Sherry can 
be reached on (571 ) 272 - 2800, Ext. 36. The fax phone number for organization where 
this application or proceedings is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300 for all communications. 



IZ. K.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2836 
4/1/2009 

/Stephen W Jackson/ 



Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2836 



